REMARKS 

Claims 1, 5-9, 11-14, 22-25 and 29-3 1 are pending in the application. 
Claims 1 , 1 1 , 25 and 3 1 are objected to. 
Claims 29-3 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12. 
Claims 1, 1 1, 25, 30 and 3 1 are amended. 
No new matter is added. 

Applicant requests reconsideration and allowance of the claims in light of the above 
amendments and following remarks. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Applicants acknowledge and appreciate the allowance of claims 1, 5-9, 1 1 -14 and 22-25, 
subject to matters listed with respect to claims 1,11 and 25. By the present amendment, 
Applicants hereby amend claims 1,11 and 25 as suggested in the Office Action and respectfully 
submit that claims 1, 5-9, 1 1-14 and 22-25 are in immediate condition for allowance. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 3 1 is objected to due to minor informalities found at lines 3 and 4 therein. 
Applicants hereby amend claim 3 1 as suggested in the Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 112 
Claims 29-3 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Specifically, claim 29 is rejected because it is unclear as to "how a width of a first portion 
of the lower side surface extending contiguously between a first portion of the outer perimeter 
and a first portion of the boundary is greater than a width of a second portion of the lower side 
surface extending contiguously between a second portion of the outer perimeter and a second 
portion of the boundary." Applicants respond to this rejection with an analysis of FIG. 5 A of the 
specification below. 
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As shown in FIG. 5A (reproduced, and annotated above), the lower side surface is 
identified at 124. The width L 3 of a first portion of the lower side surface 124 (i.e., portion of the 
lower side surface 124 enclosed within the dashed region 160) that extends contiguously from 
the outer perimeter to a first portion of the boundary adjacent to the marking region 200 is 
greater than the width L 2 of a second portion of the lower side surface 124 (i.e., portion of the 
lower side surface 124 enclosed within the dashed region 150) that extends contiguously from 
the outer perimeter to a second portion of the boundary (i.e., portion of the boundary enclosed 
within the dashed region 150). 

Claim 30 is rejected because it is unclear as to "how a distance between a first portion of 
the boundary and a first portion of the outer perimeter is greater than a distance between a 
second portion of the boundary and a second portion of the boundary." Applicants hereby 
amend claim 30 to recite "wherein a distance between a first portion of the boundary and a first 
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portion of the outer perimeter is greater than a distance between a second portion of the boundary 
and a second portion of the outer perimeter" (emphasis added). Support for this amendment can 
be found at, for example, FIG. 5 A of the specification as originally filed. 

Claim 31 is rejected because it is unclear as to how "a first portion of the boundary has a 
first curvature within the plane of the planar bottom surface and a second portion of the boundary 
has a second curvature within the plane of the planar bottom surface greater than the first 
curvature. Applicants respectfully submit it is well known that the curvature of a line is equal to 
the reciprocal of the radius of a circle that approximates the line. Referring to FIG. 5A, 
reproduced and annotated above, the claimed first portion of the boundary can be considered as 
being located within the dashed region 1 60 and the claimed second portion of the boundary can 
be considered as being located within the dashed region 150. The radius Ri of a circle that 
approximates the first portion of the boundary distance is greater than the radius R 2 of a circle 
that approximates the second portion of the boundary. R 2 _1 , therefore, is larger than Rf 1 . 
Accordingly, the curvature of the second portion of the boundary is greater than the curvature of 
the first portion of the boundary. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, reconsideration and allowance of the pending claims of the 
application as amended is requested. The Examiner is encouraged to telephone the undersigned 
at (503) 222-3613 if it appears that an interview would be helpful in advancing the case. 



MARGER JOHNSON & McCOLLOM, P.C. 
210 SW Morrison Street, Suite 400 
Portland, OR 97204 
503-222-3613 
Customer No. 20575 



Respectfully submitted, 



MARGER JOHNSON & McCOLLOM, P.C. 




Hosoon Lee 
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